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INTRODUCTION

In response to the cloning of a sheep in Scotland, President Clinton requested that the National
Bioethics Advisory Commission (NBAC) investigate and make recommendations on the
prospects of human cloning by May 26, 1997. Citing matters of morality and spirituality, the
President, on March 4, 1997, imposed a temporary moratorium on federal funding of human
cloning research. This paper was prepared for NBAC to assist in its deliberations and policy
recommendations.

The research methods used in preparation of this report included: (1) a comprehensive
review of literature in theological biomedical ethics on human cloning since the mid-1960s;
(2) attendance at and review of the testimony of religious thinkers submitted at public hearings
before NBAC on March 13 and 14, 1997; (3) solicitation and review of ecclesiastical statements
on genetic engineering and human cloning; (4) an ongoing Nexus search to identify religious
thinkers with perspectives on human cloning discussed in print media; (5) personal or telephone
interviews with many of these thinkers. A bibliography of these sources is provided in appendices
A and B.

The report generated from this research is organized into five sections. (1) a brief
historical overview of religious thought on the ethics of human cloning; (2) a discussion of
selected themes among theological bioethicists that recur frequently in ethical evaluations of
human cloning. These themes are derived primarily from the scholarly literature of the western
faith traditions; (3) a summary of approaches to the theology, ethics, and policy of human cloning
from ten mgjor faith traditions; (4) an appendix containing an annotated bibliography of religious
literature on human cloning in biomedical ethics; (5) an appendix containing a bibliography of
materials used in preparation of this report.

The author wishes to extend appreciation to NBAC for the invitation to prepare this
report; to Dr. James Childress, NBAC, for procedural and substantive suggestions; to Dr. Joan
Woolfrey, Oregon State University, for compilation of research materials; to librarians at the
National Reference Center for Bioethics Literature, Georgetown University, and at The Hastings
Center for research assistance; to many religious thinkers who provided time for interviews and
provided research materials; and to Lois Summers for assistance in manuscript preparation.

RELIGION AND HUMAN CLONING: AN HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

It is possible to identify four overlapping time frames in which theologians and religious thinkers
have engaged the scientific prospects and ethics of human cloning. The first phase of
consideration occurred in the mid-1960s. This early discussion was shaped by a context of
expanded choices and control of reproduction (for example, availability of the birth control pill),
the prospects of alternative, technologically assisted reproduction (for example, in vitro
fertilization, or 1VF), and advocacy by prominent biologists and geneticists of cloning “preferred”



genotypes to avoid overloading the human gene pool with deleterious genes and thereby placing
the survival of the human species at risk.

Prominent theologians engaged in these initial discussions of genetic manipulation and
human cloning included Charles Curran, Bernard Haring, Richard McCormick, and Karl Rahner
within Roman Catholicism and Protestants Joseph Fletcher and Paul Ramsey. The latter two
staked out diametrically opposed positions and envisioned a world of human cloning that is
remarkably prescient given the state of current discussion.

Hetcher advocated expansion of human freedom (autonomy) and control over human
reproduction. He portrayed human cloning as one among a variety of present and prospective
reproductive options that could be ethically justified under circumstances of overriding societal
benefit. Indeed, for Fletcher, human cloning was a preferable method of reproduction relative to
the “genetic roulette” of sexual reproduction: Laboratory reproduction was “radically human”
because it was deliberate, designed, chosen, and willed [9-12].

By contrast, Paul Ramsey portrayed cloning as a “borderline,” or moral boundary, for
medicine and society that could be crossed only at risk of compromise to humanity and to
procreation. He identified three “horizontal” (person-person) and two “vertical” (person-God)
border-crossings of cloning: (1) Clonal reproduction would require dictated or managed breeding
to serve the scientific ends of a controlled gene pool. (2) Cloning would involve non-therapeutic
experimentation on the unborn. (3) Cloning would assault the meaning of parenthood by
transforming “procreation” into “reproduction” and by severing the unitive and the procreative
ends of human sexual expression. Theologically, cloning represented (4) the sins of pride or hubris
and (5) of self-creation in which human beings aspire to become a man-God [27, 28]. The legacy
of Ramsey has been especially noticeable in post-Dolly theological reflection [36].

A second distinctive era began in 1978, which was notable for two events, the birth of the
first IVF baby, Louise Brown, and the publication of David Rorvik’s In His Image, an account
alleging the creation of the first human clone [30]. While Christian theologians concentrated on
the ethical issues raised by I VF, Jewish scholars such as Seymour Siegel and Fred Rosner directed
attention to human cloning and were neither as supportive as Fletcher nor as indicting as Ramsey.
They instead expressed a need for more extensive discussion of the topic within the Jewish
community.

This period also witnessed the beginning of formal ecclesiastical involvement with
guestions of genetic manipulation. In 1977, the United Church of Christ produced a study booklet
on “ Genetic Manipulation” that appears to be the earliest reference among Protestant
denominational literature to human cloning [19]. It provided a general overview of the science
and ethics of human cloning, while stopping short of rendering any specific theological verdict.
Protestant-organized bodies, such as the World Council of Churches (1975, 1982, 1989) and the
National Council of Churches of Christ (1980, 1983, 1986), as well as some individual
denominations, issued resolutions or position statements giving cautious endorsement to genetic

D-4



interventions for therapeutic purposes. In addition, concerns expressed in 1979 by Jewish,
Protestant, and Roman Catholic leaders about genetic engineering led President Jimmy Carter to
request an examination of the scientific, ethical, and social issues of gene splicing by the
President’s Commission for the Study of Ethical Problems in Medicine and Biomedical and
Behavioral Research.

The blastomere separation of human embryos at George Washington University in 1993
initiated a third era of religious discussion. The Roman Catholic tradition expressed vigorous
opposition, with a Vatican editorial denouncing the research as “intrinsically perverse.” Catholic
moral theologians invoked norms of individuality, dignity, and wholeness to assess the ethics of
the study [20, 21, 24, 32]. Conservative Protestant scholars held the research contravened basic
notions of personhood, such as freedom, the sanctity of life, and the image of God. Other
Protestant scholars recognized potential medical benefits from the research and advocated
regulation rather than prohibition.

The fourth and most recent stage of religious discussion has come in the wake of the
successful cloning of “ Dolly” by Scottish researchers. Roman Catholic and conservative
Protestant discussion has reiterated past opposition and warnings. Writing in the Christian
Century, for example, Protestant theologian Allen Verhey has drawn on the arguments against
human cloning initially voiced by Paul Ramsey and concluded that an account of the good lifein a
family is “inhospitable” to cloning [36, 38].

However, some Protestant thinkers, reflecting on the meaning of human partnership with
ongoing divine creative activity, have expressed qualified support for cloning research and human
cloning. Jewish and Islamic thinkers have encouraged continuing laboratory research on animal
and human cloning, while expressing deep moral reservations about transfer of a cloned human
embryo to awomb for purposes of gestation and birth. The testimony presented to NBAC in
public hearings on March 13 and 14, 1997, provides the most considered statements of
theological examination in this renewed discussion of the ethics of cloning research and its
implications for human cloning.

Several conclusions can be drawn from this brief historical overview:

There is a sustained theological engagement with the issue of cloning that
anticipates and illuminates much contemporary discussion.

There is no monolithic religious perspective on human cloning. Theological and
ecclesiastical positions exhibit the pluralism characteristic of American religiosity.

Despite changes in scientific research and technical capability, the values that
underlie religious concerns about human cloning have displayed durability and
staying power and have informed public consciousness and debate.



The religious discussion no longer is limited to professional theologians. It has
expanded to encompass other professionals, including scientists, and other faith
traditions, as well as education of religious adherents. Religious traditions have
gradually aspired to be informed communities of moral discourse on issues of
reproductive and genetic technologies.

THEMESIN THEOLOGICAL BIOETHICS

Theological discourse about human cloning has adopted either of two methods (and often both)
of practical reasoning [2]. A first approach relies on aform of moral casuistry: It examines the
extent to which human cloning is relevantly continuous with already “familiar” ethical contexts
and issues. For example, atheological discussion may draw attention to the occurrence of
“natural” clones, i.e., identical twins, and proceed to inquire in what respects laboratory-created
clones are morally or theologically similar to or different from this already accepted social context
for raising children. Casuistical argumentation presupposes the validity of the formal principle of
justice (treat similar cases similarly); the central question in an ethical assessment will be the
interpretation of human cloning as similar or dissimilar to certain social structures or medical
practices already valued or criticized by society and the faith tradition. Lacking direct revelation
on human cloning in sacred texts, casuistical and analogical reasoning has been a characteristic
part of religious argumentation. The significant point is that conclusions about human cloning are
influenced in large measure by the framing ethical context.

A second, and often complementary, mode of practical reasoning involves application of
the moral and anthropological norms of the faith tradition to generate an ethical assessment of
human cloning. For example, perhaps the most common norm of western theological
anthropology invoked in the discussion of human cloning is that human beings are created in the
“image of God” (imago Dei). This concept, which is very rich in ethical content, is then applied
by methods of religious reasoning to provide a perspective or conclusion on human cloning in
general, or the theological and moral status of any given clone (the status, for example, of a clone
as an ensouled entity with full claims as a person).

This section will examine the principal theological themes in the western faith traditions
that emerge in both the casuistical and normative modes of practical reasoning and analysis. It will
begin with the casuistical approach, which seeks to identify the ethical contexts deemed relevantly
similar to human cloning so as to warrant methods of analogical reasoning.

Casuistical Analysis
Family and Procreation
The family has been invoked as the prime social institution, and in some traditions, a

divinely ordained institution for the bearing and nurturing of children. Within Roman Catholic
moral teaching, procreation and education of offspring is a principle of natural law. Paul
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Ramsey’ s opposition to human cloning stemmed in part from a view that Christians perform their
primary responsibility to future generations through procreation and care for children. Jewish and
Islamic law each impose fundamental duties and responsibilities through spousal, parenting, and
familial relationships and through intergenerational ties.

The question of human cloning is thus theologically approached not from the secular
standpoint of personal rights and individual autonomy, but rather from a framing context of
familial relationships and responsibilities that society already values. The casuistical concernisthe
extent to which this relational and moral context can accommodate such cloning possibilities as a
“replacement” child, laboratory twinning in place of natural twinning, or children with a genetic
grandfather but no genetic father.

Core moral criteria for faith traditions in addressing these prospects include the impact of
human cloning on the integrity of the family, the nature of parenthood, the role of marital
sexuality and procreation, and the identity of a child. As noted above, in the wake of the recent
cloning of “ Dally,” Allen Verhey has appealed to the concept of a*“good life in afamily” to reject
the prospects of human cloning. Verhey maintains that the primary justifications for human
cloning—appeals to the principle of freedom and the principle of utility—are necessary but
insufficient guidelines for the moral life of a family. In particular, Verhey focuses his critique on
the potential disruption of the parent-child relationship: Human cloning risks transforming
children into “products’ of technological achievement rather than “gifts’ created in love [36].

The stability of family is not a sufficient moral perspective by which to evaluate human
cloning, but it is a necessary consideration within a religious framework. Islamic thought, for
example, affirms that, since the family is intrinsic to a well-functioning society, cloning procedures
that separate the spiritual and moral relations of spouses, and those of parents and children, may
undermine the foundation for human community in general [31]. It is not a compelling
counterargument to contend that social realities of familial life and relationships do not match
theological idealism, for the moral and policy question in part is whether society should
deliberately support alternative modes of reproduction outside marital love and procreation.

Reproductive Technologies

A second casuistical context that shapes religious responses to human cloning is the
increasing acceptability and availability of various forms of reproductive technology. The
widespread use of such procedures indicates that even if conjugal relations are a preferred setting
for human procreation, it can be ethically acceptable to have recourse to methods of donor
insemination or in vitro fertilization within or outside of a marital relationship. Joseph Fetcher
argued that human cloning should be viewed as simply another option in a spectrum of asexual
reproduction tailored to an expanding menu of human reproductive rights and choice. Given that
society has already accepted donor insemination, egg donations, in vitro fertilization, contract
pregnancy, embryo transfers, and so forth, the question must be asked whether and how cloning is
unigue or distinctive from these other practices.
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This question is relevant even if, as in the case of the Roman Catholic tradition, none of
the above practices is considered morally licit. In her testimony to NBAC, Prof. Lisa Cahill
suggested a radical discontinuity between current reproductive technologies and cloning, using
the language of “genuine revolution” to refer to human cloning [1]. The revolutionary impact of
human cloning needs explication, however, to warrant drawing a moral and policy line between
current reproductive technologies and prospective cloning. By contrast, Rabbi Elliot Dorff and
Rabbi Moshe Tendler assimilated cloning within current medical practices, suggesting that human
cloning was morally “easier” for the Jewish tradition than donor insemination or egg donation,
because it would not raise issues of consanguineous relationships or “non-therapeutic”
reproductive techniques [6, 34]. Prof. Abdulaziz Sachedina’ s identification of a consensusin
Islamic scholarship on therapeutic uses of cloning also presumes an important continuity between
human cloning and such procedures as in vitro fertilization [31].

The question of the moral uniqueness of cloning inevitably imposes itself on religious
traditions. Theologian Roger L. Shinn has put the religious dilemma this way: “1 know of no way
of drawing aline and saying: thus far, scientific direction and control are beneficial; beyond this
line they become destructive manipulation” [33]. Absent a complete prohibition on reproductive
technology, any moral or policy line-drawing will seem arbitrary unless a distinctive feature of
human cloning can be identified.

Nonetheless, there are reasons why faith traditions would resist treating human cloning as
continuous with reproductive technologies for policy purposes. The latter is unregulated and
relies on good-faith compliance with professionally developed guidelines for ethical practice.
There is, however, no current mechanism of public oversight or accountability. Secondly, the
political language of reproductive technology is that of “choice” and “rights,” whereas religious
traditions more commonly invoke an ethic of “duty” or “responsibility” in the context of
procreation and parenting.

Research and Therapy

A third moral context invoked by theological bioethics concerns a distinction between
non-therapeutic and therapeutic research. A principal objection to human cloning articulated by
Ramsey, and reiterated by many subsequent theologians, is that human cloning will inevitably
involve non-therapeutic research on the unborn without valid consent. The current inefficiency of
mammalian cloning technology (the production of Dolly was the only technical successin a
research project involving 278 sheep embryos) has suggested to religious thinkers that cloning of
human embryos for research or for transfer and gestation will result in morally significant loss of
potential human life. Thisis of particular concern for the Roman Catholic tradition, given its
teaching that the preimplantation human embryo is entitled to full moral respect and dignity. In
arguing against blastomere separation, for example, Richard McCormick claims that less than full
respect for the human pre-embryo as potential human life will lead to diminished respect for all
pre-nascent life [20]. While Protestant theologians such as Ronald Cole-Turner see no theological



difference between a cloned and an uncloned human embryo, they express substantial reservations
about the likelihood of embryo loss due to technical inefficiency [3].

A second research issue, presented to NBAC by Prof. Gilbert Meilaender [22], is that
progress in biomedical research is an “option,” not an obligation for society to pursue. This
echoes positions formulated by Ramsey and philosopher Hans Jonas; such a claimin part is rooted
in aview that non-infliction of harm (non-maleficence) has moral priority over promotion of
benefits (beneficence) in human subjects research. On such an account, claims that human cloning
research possesses therapeutic intent will be inadequate, for some faith traditions will understand
the certain loss of life of human embryos as a real harm and not merely a symbolic or speculative
harm. Thus, researchers will be required to make a case not only that their research may produce
benefits (such as the development of medicinal products), and not only that these benefits will
outweigh the harms, but that serious efforts have been undertaken to minimize the harms. The
moral burden of proof on researchers will be even heavier for proposals to engage in research on
human cloning with the objective of transfer of a clone for gestation and birth.

Jewish and Islamic traditions are more favorably disposed to cloning research with
therapeutic objectives, such as alleviation of infertility. Jewish law does not attribute full moral
status to the human embryo, while Islamic scholarship is divided on the timing of ensoulment.
Thus, the loss of human embryonic life through cloning research does not carry the same status of
“harm.” Moreover, Jewish law permits aimost any action (except for breaches of three
commandments) to be performed for the purpose of saving life. In the case of cloning research,
this may encompass new methods to remedy or avoid serious genetic disease, but would preclude
research directed at reproducing a clone solely for organ harvesting.

On the question of human cloning research, the western religious traditions place the
burden of proof on the side of biomedical research. Research may be permitted, but is not
required, and the prospect of therapy must meet a standard of probability of specific benefit and
assurance of minimization of harm, not a standard of possibility of speculative benefit, and
dismissal of symbolic harm. Additional questions must be addressed regarding the justification of
research on the preimplantation embryo and the distribution of the benefits and harms of cloning
research; the latter concern has been forcefully expressed by minority religious communities (see
section 3). If biomedical science were unable to meet the burden of moral proof, which is rooted
in the basic principles of respect, beneficence, and justice, the proposed pharmacological and
medical benefits of cloning research may have to be forgone, and it would be extremely difficult to
justify support for research to transfer a human clone into a womb for birth.

Genetic Interventions
The prospect of human cloning as therapeutic research suggests a final moral context:
Cloning research may be viewed as relevantly similar to other forms of genetic interventions

already in place in medicine. This casuistical context not only provides justification for cloning
research, but also important procedural and substantive limitations. Unlike reproductive
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technology, for example, gene therapy is subject to stringent public regulation and oversight.
There is moreover a general consensus that some defensible lines can be drawn with respect to
genetic interventions, such as between somatic cell and germ+-line therapy and between therapy
and enhancement. Restrictions on human cloning research might then follow a model of
prohibition on germ-line interventions, as recommended to NBAC by Rabbi Tendler [34]. A third
limit is that benefits be directed toward individuals rather than society. That is, rather than using
cloning procedures for the general improvement of the human species, as proposed by Fletcher
and other early religious and scientific proponents, an ethical and regulatory model that followed
the social precedent of accepted genetic manipulations would focus on therapeutic manipulations
for an individual.

It is difficult, however, to subsume human cloning entirely under the moral casuistry of
genetic therapy. Genetic screening for abnormalities may be performed on the early embryo
through diagnosis of undifferentiated cells, but this cannot be considered therapeutic research on
the embryo. Germ-line interventions affect the genetic characteristics of a person of a future
generation. They do not directly determine whether that person will exist, as cloning of a person
would.

Normative Analysis

Religious traditions and communities have articulated a variety of ethical norms to address the
wide range of practical issues and problems that persons encounter in moral life. These norms
may be derived from sacred writings and their interpretation, ongoing historical reflection within a
religious tradition, and personal experience, among other sources, and can be applied to the wide
array of moral choices persons confront from the beginnings to the endings of life. This section
presents certain theological norms, themes, and values that may be applied through practical
reasoning to the question of human cloning within religious communities, and that supplement the
analogical and casuistical methods delineated above.

Personhood and the Image of God

It has been argued that the most significant issue forced upon society by genetic science is
an understanding of normative humanity [15]. The same question is encountered in theological
discourse on human cloning. Lutheran theologian Philip Hefner argues that cloning is a
“revelation of the human situation.... In cloning, we are, in fact, addressing ourselves, and it is
about ourselves that we have the greatest questions’ [17].

The question of personhood (and human distinctiveness) is commonly described and explained in
the western faith traditions with reference to the theological theme of the image of God (imago
Dei). Normative humanity is theologically rooted in the creation of human beings in the image of
God (Genesis 1:27-28). Interpretations of the moral meaning of the imago Dei depend in part on
prior convictions about the nature of God and those characteristics of God human beings are
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believed to image. Nevertheless, it is possible to identify several implications of significance to the
guestions of human cloning:

Human beings are bestowed with the gift of freedom and moral agency. Moral agency is
inherent in the human self and creates logical and correlative moral responsibilities. The
logical correlation encompasses respect for the equal freedom and agency of other
persons. The moral correlation of personal freedomis personal responsibility for actions
before one’s conscience, others, and ultimately before God.

Human beings are created in God's image, but they are not God. They are finite and
fallible, with limited capacities to predict and direct the course of actions they initiate, or
to assess accurately the outcomes of these actions.

A fundamental equality is inherent in the human person. This equality transcends
differentiation between persons made on the basis of gender, race, class, ethnicity, etc.

Human beings are relational and social creatures. They are created in and for relationship
with God, for community with other persons, and with creation.

The image of God is reflected in human diversity, involving but not limited to gender
diversity. The differentiation of the sexes provides a divine warrant for procreation and the
sacredness of sexuality.

Human beings are embodied selves. The person is revealed and experienced through the
body and not merely as an intellectual or spiritual essence, or a disembodied mind or will.

Human beings bear the image of God through the exercise of their creative capacities and
potential. This includes creative ways of exercising “dominion” over the natural world.

Each of these features of the imago Dei helps explain and define religious responses to
cloning. Religious concerns about the disruption or confusion of relationships, diminished
diversity, the primacy of procreation, and the significance of the body can be rooted in this
theological concept. Moreover, reproductive technology and genetic interventions that culminate
in cloning may be interpreted as a responsible exercise of human (and divine) creativity.

The divine commands given to humanity subsequent to their creation in God's image are
also invoked in religious discourse on human cloning. Human beings are obligated to multiply
through the earth. This provides awarrant not only for sexual love and procreation as good, but
also, on some theological perspectives, for an intrinsic connection between the “unitive” and
“procreative” purposes of sexuality.

How human dominion over nature should be carried out can be interpreted in at least three
ways of significance for cloning. One notion is an ethic of stewardship in which human beings are
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entrusted with administrative responsibility for creation. Human stewardship involves caring for
and cultivating creation after the manner of a gardener. The stewardship ethic accepts the
givenness of nature as a good to be maintained and preserved.

A second model, particularly significant in Jewish and Islamic discourse, suggests a
“partnership” of human beings with God in caring for and improving upon creation. “...as
participants in the act of creating with God, human beings can actively engage in furthering the
overall well-being of humanity by intervening in the works of nature, including the early stages of
embryonic development, to improve human health” [31]. The natural world in this view is
inherently malleable, and can be shaped in several different formsin service of divine and human
goals. Thismodel holds the potential for seeing cloning research, and perhaps some forms of
human cloning, as using human creative potential for good.

A third understanding is that of human beings as “created co-creators.” This claim
recognizes that human beings are created beings, dependent on God, and finite and fallible in their
existence. Simultaneously, human beings assume a role of co-creator to envision and implement
knowledge for the betterment of humanity and the world. Human beings are called to “play
human” [26] through their freedom and responsibility in creating an essentially open human
future. Reproductive and genetic technology, as well as human cloning, can be one particular
expression of responsible created co-creatorship.

Finally, although creation is “good” and human beings are “very good,” over the course of
history, humans have displayed an irremediable propensity to use their divinely authorized
dominion for unauthorized domination, to violate their covenant of partnership with God, and to
create after their own image rather than the divine image. The person created in the image of God
is nonetheless marked by sin. All human activities are pervasively imperfect. The prospect that
humans can and do choose evil rather than good means caution is a moral necessity [14].
However, human imperfection is not necessarily a warrant for halting technological advances
[17], athough it should inform a posture of modesty regarding human aspirations.

This analysis contends that issues of human cloning inevitably beg the question about the
nature of the person, and within the western religious traditions, the fundamental concept of
theological anthropology put forward to describe and explain human personhood and
distinctiveness is the image of God. The question is unavoidable even if the religious content is
not shared.

Procreation and Parenthood

In the initial phase of theological assessments of cloning, Paul Ramsey argued that the
covenant of marriage included the goods of sexual love and procreation. These were divinely
ordained and intrinsically related: Human beings had no permission to sever what God had joined
together. On this basis, Ramsey, Bernard Haring, Richard McCormick, and other theologians
objected to cloning as part of a panoply of envisioned forms of reproductive technology. Their
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arguments claimed that such technologies separate the unitive and procreative ends of human
sexuality and transform “procreation” (which implicitly places humans in arole of co-creator) into
“reproduction.” The most authoritative statement of this position was issued by the Vatican in
1987 in its Instruction on Respect for Human Life (Donum Vitae), which contained a prohibition
on human cloning either as a scientific outcome or technical proposal: “ Attempts or hypotheses
for obtaining a human being without any connection with sexuality through ‘twin fission,” cloning,
or parthenogenesis are to be considered contrary to the moral law, since they are in opposition to
the dignity both of human procreation and of the conjugal union” [5].

Protestant scholars have offered a similar critique through appeals to fundamental
theological tenets that distinguish between “begetting” (procreating) and “ making” (reproducing).
The Nicene Creed of early Christianity affirmed that Jesus, as the authentic image of God and the
normative exemplar of personhood, is “begotten, not made” of God. The theological
interpretation of “begetting” emphasizes likeness, identity, equality, and of the parent’s very
being. By contrast, “ making” refers to unlikeness, alienation, subordination, and of the parent’s
will as a project.

Oliver O’ Donovan, an Anglican theologian, has drawn out the implications of this
distinction for human cloning. O’ Donovan portrays human cloning as the culmination of scientific
or technical “ making” in human reproduction: “...the development of cloning techniques...will be a
demonstration, if it occurs, that mankind does have the awesome technical power to exchange the
humanity which God has given him for something else, to treat natural humanity itself as araw
material for constructing a form of life that is not natural humanity but is an artificial development
out of humanity” [25]. Thus, the use of scientific capacity comes at the cost of an artificial,
diminished humanity. This ruptures the fundamental relational ties of likeness, identity, and

equality.

This distinction further illuminates two meanings of “ making” embedded in the title of
Ramsey’ s Fabricated Man. A child born through cloning is designed and manufactured as a
product, rather than welcomed as a gift. Moreover, the processis itself unauthentic, or
“fabricated,” with respect to what it means to be human.

The question is whether this position literally throws the baby out with the technology,
either through current forms of reproductive technology or proposed methods of cloning. If no
distinction is permitted between unitive and procreative sexuality, or between begetting and
making, then it becomes difficult to justify contraception or technically assisted conception. Rev.
Moraczewski has argued that, within the Roman Catholic context, the threshold of moral
acceptability was violated with the birth of the first test-tube baby in 1978 [24], while from a
conservative Protestant perspective, Prof. Meilaender offered a modified form of this view in his
remarks before the NBAC, commenting that he “ would have got off the train” of reproductive
technology long before it arrived at the cloning station [22]. Put another way, if, asis the case
with most Christian denominations, there is qualified acceptance of DI, IVF, etc., drawing aline
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against cloning is likely to appear arbitrary with respect to the theological values underlying
procreation and parenthood.

Science and Technology

Media reports have portrayed a classical confrontation between science and religion over
the prospects of human cloning. This is misleading, insofar as not all arguments against cloning
are religious, and not all religious arguments oppose cloning. Indeed, the issues instead offer the
possibility for substantive and sustained dialogue between leading scientists and theologians.
Probing the intersections of ethics, science, and theology can offer mutual enrichment: Scientists
are informed as to how research in genetics and biology inevitably broaches theological questions,
while theologians are critically challenged as to whether and how to accommodate religious
convictions to new scientific knowledge [14].

The quest for scientific knowledge per se is not considered theologically threatening.
Islamic scholars, for example, emphasize that all scientific discovery is ultimately a revelation of
the divinely ordained creation. Scientific knowledge is thereby a symbol or sign of God's creation
[16]. This perspective is embedded in the comments of the respected Shi’ite jurist (Sheikh
Fadlallah) that recent cloning discoveries occurred “because God allowed it” [8], and those of
Prof. Sachedina that cloning may be a divinely given opportunity for human moral training and
maturity [31]. Similar assessments of the legitimacy of scientific inquiry appear in Catholic and
Protestant traditions. Invoking a Calvinist claim that the world is a theater of God's glory, one
ecclesiastical statement indicates that “in the sciences, the human does indeed receive glimpses of
God'’ s theater” [29].

These prospects for dialogue and theoretical convergence can dissipate when examining
specific scientific applications. Scientific descriptions of the world do not supply theological or
normative prescriptions for acting in the world. The faith traditions have insisted that two
principal issues—who controls technological developments, and the ends or purposes of
technology—are ethical rather than technical questions. This can support a sharp distinction
between endorsement of the scientific quest for knowledge and critique of applications of
scientific discoveries in the social, political, and clinical worlds. This theological critique may
assume several forms in the context of cloning:

The reduction of nature, animals, the human pre-embryo, or persons to merely an object
for scientific manipulation. The concern behind objectification is aloss or diminished sense
of awe and wonder at the mystery and meaning of life. Awe is afoundational religious
sentiment. It has also been described by Einstein as the source of true science [7]. The loss
of awe and wonder then can reflect a deformed scientific and religious sensibility.
Moreover, theological concern has been raised about the difficulty of de-limiting
diminished awe to the laboratory setting. Cloning may be perceived to assault the dignity
of those involved in the process of human cloning as much as it does the person who
results from cloning [23].
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Theological criticism has also been directed toward the “technological imperative.” Two
variations of this imperative have been invoked: “If we have the technical capacity to
clone, we should pursue this research”; “If we have the technical capacity, we will
inevitably pursue this research.” The theological sentiment expressed in both casesis a
concern about loss of control, about either the ethical debate or about the scientific
pursuit. It may in addition reflect theological suspicion not of science, but of scientists,
particularly if research is conducted without adequate public monitoring and
accountability. In the Protestant traditions particularly, this suspicion is supported or
reinforced by a general claim about the impact of human sin from which scientists as
persons are not immune. This concern can be met to some extent by establishing
appropriate procedural review.

The theological context of cloning also elicits disputes over the relationship of knowledge
and power. Joseph Fletcher used the language of “rational control” to warrant cloning, but
this in essence meant harnessing the power of the modern sciences to transform nature and
human nature. On more direct theological grounds, the Jewish tradition supports
technological and medical interventions in response to the divine mandate to master the
earth in service to humanity.

Other theologians have challenged Fetcher’s unbridlied optimism about beneficial
applications of scientific knowledge by focusing on the ways that power can be a form of
oppression rather than liberation. The comments of Anglican scholar C.S. Lewis have been
reiterated by contemporary theologians in the context of both genetics and cloning: “If any one
age redlly attains, by eugenics and scientific education, the power to make its descendants what it
pleases, all men who live after it are the patients of that power. . . . Each new power won by man
isapower over man as well” [18]. This claim does not suggest society has the luxury of choice
between use or abuse of cloning. Rather, the abuse is itself embedded in and expressed by the use.

Playing God

Much of the preceding analysis reflects theological ambivalence and criticism about
biomedicine that is often expressed in the slogan of “playing God.” This slogan isinvoked as a
moral stop sign to scientific research and medical practice on the basis of some or all of the
following attributes:

Human beings should not probe the secrets or mysteries of life. Continued scientific
pursuit to reveal these secrets can create a*“ God of the gaps’ theology, in which “ God” is
reduced to a symbol that simply fills in for those questions modern science has not yet
answered [37].

Human beings do not have the knowledge, especially knowledge of outcomes, attributed
to divine omniscience.
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Human beings do not have the power to control the outcomes of actions or processes that
isamark of divine omnipotence.

Human beings have no authority to make decisions regarding the beginnings or endings of
life, which is reserved to divine sovereignty.

Human beings are fallible and display a propensity to evaluate actions according to
self-interest rather than by the self-giving quality of divine love.

In these respects, the appeal to “playing God” serves to remind human beings of their
finitude and fallibility. By not recognizing personal limits and human constraints on scientific
aspirations, persons enact the Promethean presumption of pride or hubris. In the initial theological
discussions of human cloning, Ramsey summarized his objections by stating: “ Men ought not to
play God before they learn to be men, and after they have learned to be men, they will not play
God” [27, p. 138].

Even within the theological communities, however, the prohibition against playing God
may be disputed or not viewed as a sufficient sanction against cloning. Allen Verhey has argued
that the prohibition is simply too indiscriminate in its judgments to be of ethical use, and neglects
moral invitations to play God, particularly in the realm of genetics [37]. Protestant scholar Ted
Peters agrees with Ramsey that human beings are not called to play God, but argues that this does
not by itself define what is necessary for us to be human. Hence, we are responsible for using our
creativity and freedom (features of the imago Del) to forge a destiny more consonant with human
dignity and beneficence. In “playing human,” according to Peters, there is no theological reason to
leave human nature unchanged, nor any theological principle that is necessarily violated by human
cloning [26].

Arguments against cloning that invoke the language of “playing God” are not always
theological, and they are seldom sound or sufficient. The slogan is often presented as the
conclusion of an argument whose premises are either unexamined or unidentified. At the very
least, the theological and moral concern behind the prohibition needs explication. The language of
“playing God” cannot by itself carry the full weight of an ethical or policy prohibition on human
cloning.

Human Destiny and Eschatology

Theological views of medicine and medical interventions grounded in themes of creation,
such as those identified above, may tend to be more conservative with respect to reproductive or
genetic technologies, not to mention cloning, because of the divine evaluation of creation and
persons as imago Dei, as “good.” The role of medicine is then conceived to be to restore
disordered biological organisms to their initial goodness. By contrast, theological positions that
focus on human destiny rather than human nature, on “eschatology” in theological language rather
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than “creation,” tend to be much more supportive of an array of reproductive and genetic
interventions as means for improvement or enhancement of the human condition.

The question of human destiny has been an underlying theme of the cloning debate from
its inception. Scientific proponents such as Muller and Lederberg affirmed a pessimism about the
survival of the species due to genetic overload. Cloning represented a prospective intervention to
avoid this “genetic apocalypse” and promised a future of unlimited possibility. Paul Ramsey’s
theology of cloning likewise assumed an apocalyptic prognosis of human destiny, though very
different in content: “Religious people have never denied, indeed they affirm, that God means to
kill us al in the end, and in the end he is going to succeed” [27, p. 136]. However, the end of
species survival did not, for Ramsey, justify the means of cloning. Survival is meaningful only if
values of human dignity and freedom are respected.

The use of cloning to save the endangered species of human beings is no longer part of the
debate, although cloning techniques have received some support to rescue endangered animal
species or even endangered indigenous cultures. However, the general question of the extent to
which human beings are shapers and creators of their personal and collective futures continues to
be important. Discourse on destiny can be especially important in aliberal pluralistic society that
IS agnostic about the substantive telos of human life and society.

Some theologians in the cloning debate therefore tend to stress an openness to human
nature, rooted in a creative imago Dei and a dynamic view of history, rather than a more rigid and
static formulation of human nature and destiny. The theological and ethical interpretation of
cloning then turns on the nature of human responsibility in the face of uncertain (and perhaps
unforeseen) consequences.

Some Jewish thinkers affirm that the divine mandate of mastery empowers human beings
with responsibility for shaping a malleable world using innovation and discovery. Responsibility
for deleterious outcomes from human self-creativity falls not to humans but to God. The Jewish
tradition affirms an optimism in the face of uncertainty about unanticipated consequences rooted
in divine control and care; indeed, to be overly cautious to the point of moral paralysis may invite
trouble. As one Orthodox rabbi has expressed it: “Human beings do the best that they can. If our
best cost/benefit analysis says go ahead, we go ahead. ‘ G-d protects the simple’ isa Tamudic
principle that allows us to assume that when we do our best, G-d will take care of what we could
not foresee or anticipate. If things do not work out, the theological question is G-d's to answer;
not ours” [13, p. 132]. On this view, cloning may express moral responsibility insofar asit is
directed to the service of God and humanity.

What is clear within Jewish thought is the critical importance of moral education of
progeny who will live in the generations to come. One form of immortality discussed in biblical
and rabbinic sources comes through the influence of parents (and others) on their children. The
transmission of knowledge, skills, and the teaching and emulation of moral dispositionsis an
ongoing obligation that binds the generations together. Rabbi Tendler has emphasized the
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importance of moral education as the best form of human control over cloning technology: “Are
we good enough to handle this good technology? Of course we are, if we can set limitson it. And
when we can train a generation of children not to murder or steal, we can prepare them not to use
this technology to the detriment of mankind” [35].

An Islamic interpretation also assumes a malleability to the human self that allows for
creative shaping of destiny. Islamic tradition describes two forms of creative processes. Bari
refers to creation out of nothing and is reserved to the domain of God. Khalig concerns creation
from material already in existence, and the human mind is empowered by Allah to participate in
khalig as a co-creator [16, 31]. The ethics of cloning is then addressed by a distinction between
theoretical research in science and practical application in society.

The Protestant Christian variation may emphasize the idea of creatio continua—divine
creative activity is an ongoing process—coupled with the theme that persons are co-creators
called to participate with God in shaping a better future. Indeed, destiny is so open and indefinite
that the Christian may be a“co-explorer” with God in revealing new and unlimited possibilities
through innovative technology [4]. This perspective on human destiny offers qualified support to
human cloning, insofar asit is technically feasible and publicly supported.

Lest these theological accounts of human destiny seem to bless and anoint scientific
progress, they are balanced within each of these traditions by recurring warnings, often in
narrative form, about not crossing certain lines. The archetypal figure is that of Prometheusin
Greek mythology; each theological tradition has its own Promethean analogue. The theological
caveat is that creative initiative may be a form of rebellion of the created against the creator. The
consequences of such rebellion are catastrophic havoc and perhaps destruction of the human
creator, or of that which has been created. This lesson is as fundamental to religious narrative and
mythology asit is to modern science fiction. The hard questions for theologies of human destiny
are identifying what lines may not be crossed, where they are located, and whether human cloning
is one such line.

Communities of Moral Discourse

In the March NBAC hearings, members of the commission repeatedly challenged the
religious thinkers to explicate the relevance of their testimony for purposes of formulating public
policy in a pluralistic society. This section discusses some substantive and procedural approaches
discussed by theologians and religious writers with respect to policy on human cloning.

It is first important to recognize that religion in American culture already embodies
pluralism (see Section Three for further illustrations). The religious perspectives on cloning are
diverse in conclusion, modes of reasoning, and fundamental premises. There is no monolithic
“religious’ view on cloning (or most ethical issues in biomedicine). However, this has not been
seen as an impassible barrier by the faith traditions; discourse across religious traditions on many
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contested ethical issues in biomedicine is common and expanding, and this can provide important
models for public discourse between persons who share the common bond of citizenship.

It follows from this observation that religious discourse on the ethics and policy of cloning
should not be marginalized because it may invoke values or assumptions that are not part of a
social consensus or appeal to premises that are not generally shared. While public policy must
invoke publicly accessible reasons to support its conclusions, it is not evident that scientific,
professional, philosophical, economic, or legal reasons considered or proposed as grounds for
policy are themselves independent of assumptions about the human good. Prof. Meilaender’s
testimony to NBAC emphasized that it is an “illusion” to understand any constructive policy
recommendation as free of value presuppositions [22]. Those presuppositions themselves may not
meet the standard of publicly “accessible,” “shared,” or “persuasive’ reasons. Thus, religious
values or reasons should not necessarily be held to a higher standard of public relevance than
other forms of reasons.

Religious communities have a self-understanding as “communities of moral discourse.”
That is, they are alocus for moral and policy education for believers (and often nonbelievers) who
are also citizens, and this education often addresses very contested issues in the society. Given
general public ambivalence about biotechnology—and in particular trepidations about cloning
research, its processes, and its products—religious communities can be critical venues for
informing and eliciting public values on human cloning.

The traditions of religious reflection see in the question of human cloning an invitation to
sustained and substantive public discourse about the common good. It would be a missed
opportunity were public policy to default to an ethics of autonomy, the politics of procedure, or
the crafting of compromise among special, vested interest groups. The principle of autonomy or
self-determination is a necessary principle for the moral life of persons and the life of the polis. It
needs to be supplemented, however, and situated within aricher moral context of human
interdependency and solidarity, care for the vulnerable, and restraint on private interest.

As all the religious thinkers before NBAC testified, the prospect of human cloning strikes
at very deep issues of human identity and community. Policy recommendations should not
presume consensus on the meaning of human personhood. Instead, the policy process should seek
to identify points of common ground and determine if conflicts of positions are rooted in disputes
over scientific facts, or over philosophical or theological values. Factual disparities can
presumably be resolved through the provision of more complete or reliable information. Value
pluralism may not be beyond resolution. Some important values may not be absolute, core, or
“bottom-line” values, but rather are presumptive values that can give way in the face of
conflicting, weightier values, one of which may be the capacity to sustain public discourse in the
face of reasoned disagreement. The policy process must be as cognizant of the fundamental
guestions asked by religious traditions as of the fundamental values invoked by these traditions in
support of certain conclusions.

D-19



Thisis but a specific exemplification of a theme common in the testimony before NBAC of
the religious thinkers, namely, that procedural models beg substantive ethical (and theological)
guestions. A policy of regulatory control and/or voluntary adoption of professional guidelines,
e.g., would be necessary but still insufficient. It is also critical to examine the character, integrity,
and virtues embodied by persons permitted to control the cloning process. This can be
supplemented by the proposal of Rabbi Tendler of a curricular requirement for the teaching of the
ethics of professional and scientific integrity to medical students and research scientists [34].
Rabbi Dorff, meanwhile, encouraged reliance on current regulatory mechanisms, such as
institutional review boards and institutional animal care and use committees, regarding the
protection of human and animal subjects [6]. The human capacity to use technology with justice
and beneficence in the service of the common good makes public discourse on cloning possible,
while the capacity to abuse cloning technology for self-interested purposes makes public oversight
and accountability necessary.

RELIGIOUS TRADITIONS

This section contains more specific information on the views of distinctive religious traditions
regarding ethical questions in human cloning research. With very few exceptions, the religious
traditions discussed here have yet to develop specific theological or denominational positions on
the moral or public policy aspects of human cloning. The theological literature examined and the
religious thinkers interviewed for this section characteristically employ analogical reasoning in
discussing cloning, invoking values or historical experience used to support positions on issues
deemed relevantly similar to human cloning.

In considering the implications of these religious positions for public policy on human
cloning, it may be useful to adopt the metaphor of a traffic semaphore. Under this metaphor,
traditions may be analyzed and compared under several possibilities with respect to society’s
assessment of the process of cloning research and the product of cloning a human being:

“Red” indicates a full stop to research and/or cloning. The policy analogue is a permanent
moratorium or prohibition.

“Hashing red” indicates the need to stop to evaluate risks before proceeding. The policy
analogue is a temporary moratorium until important scientific and social questions are
addressed.

“Amber” indicates the need to proceed with caution and care, slowing the pace of or
stopping research as necessary. The policy analogue is a regulatory model coupled with
the adoption of guidelines by relevant professional bodies.

“ Green” indicates permission for cloning research and/or cloning on the assumption that
other stakeholders in human cloning will conform to norms of professional and social
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responsibility. The policy analogue is the adoption of guidelines by relevant professional
bodies.

Given the diversity of American religiosity, an inherent risk of the following analysisis
oversimplification for the sake of generalizations. The discussion nonetheless should indicate
important questions raised by religious communities and thinkers about science, technology, and
human cloning.

African American Churches

Faith traditions in the African American religious community comprise approximately 11% of
religious adherents in the United Sates. The African American churches, stemming from
Methodist and Baptist traditions, locate themselves within the “ black Christian tradition.” This
tradition is united by commitment to a fundamental principle of human equality before God,
often phrased as “ the parenthood of God and the kinship of all peoples.” The principle offersa
theological basisfor criticism of racism and sexism and necessitates social reform through
non-violent measures and religious witness.

Social Context. The black Christian tradition understands the history of research abuses of
African Americans at the hands of medicine, such as the Tuskegee experiments, as a violation of
the fundamental principle of human equality. Moreover, due to ongoing racism in society and
medicine, it maintains the prospects for further exploitation of African Americans through cloning
research are substantial. “The history of scientific abuse and medical neglect carries with it a
legacy that is permanently imprinted upon...the collective consciousness’ of African Americans
(Secundy).

Given this history of past abuses, society should assume a posture of greater vigilance for
minority communities. Preston N. Williams, a participant in the 1970s discussion of cloning,
argues both that public oversight is necessary with respect to cloning, and that it also must be
“race conscious,” lest the African American community experience further marginalization within
biomedical science and society (Williams). This requires emendations to current codes of research
ethics and institutional review policies, insofar as they do not address race relations and issues of
power in the research setting. Present procedures of informed consent are not deemed morally
sufficient for cloning research.

Accountability and Education. While technology is not morally objectionable per se, applications
of technology within this social context can be morally indefensible. Of particular concern are
entrepreneurial efforts in biomedicine that are motivated by private interest and supported by
concerns for commercial profit and/or racism. At a minimum, strong regulations that build in
public accountability must be developed by legislative bodies to protect vulnerable patients and
families from coerced choices or economic inducements. In addition, the scientific research
community should voluntarily adopt strict protocols and monitoring. Communal distrust of
scientific and research institutions and suspicion of commercial endeavors also entails a more
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comprehensive policy approach than oversight and accountability. Some African American writers
stress that policymakers must learn a fundamental lesson from the community’s distrust of organ
procurement methods, and implement a mgjor informational and educational campaign with
respect to genetic, reproductive, and cloning technologies. While it is often difficult to enforce
regulations or prohibitions, the lessons of the civil rights movement provide some confidence in an
approach to human cloning that complements public accountability with public education.

Embryo Research and Therapy. African American churches affirm, along with elements of
historical Christianity, that human life begins at conception. The use of human embryos for
medical research is problematic, since it involves experimentation on living human embryos rather
than embryonic material. In addition, the tradition is concerned about the procedures required for
creating embryos and those used in discarding embryos. A minimal criterion of moral acceptability
is therapeutic intent: Cloning of human cells, for example, should not be allowed to benefit any
individual racial or ethnic group “outside of the context of a clearly identified, morally defensible,
medically justifiable” condition that would benefit from such technology (Robinson).

Fairness. The tradition also raises questions about fairness and social priorities in resource
alocation. The history of medical progress has often meant that African Americans assume the
heaviest burdens and receive the least benefit for participation. Moreover, scientific energies and
public monies used to support cloning could divert attention from diseases specific to the African
American community or from poor health indices, such as high premature birth or infant mortality
rates. The principle of human equality is violated when a new area of research investigation is
opened up, while many within the African American community do not have access to basic health
care.

African American churches do not have any objections to the use of reproductive
technologies per se as a means of bringing children into the world. However, the churches
principle of equality is invoked to criticize selective access to reproductive technologies,
particularly to the exclusion of African Americans. Rev. Geoffrey Ellis, president of the NAACP
Interdenominational Coalition, contends that those with the technical capacity to clone “certainly
will make more people like them. This certainly rules out more people like me” (Ellis). If financia
resources dictate access to human cloning services, members of the black Christian tradition may
experience further social marginalization. Human cloning may therefore perpetuate social
stratification rather than affirm human equality.

Cloning Research: Flashing Red
Human Cloning: Red

Buddhism
The Buddhist Churches in America claim approximately 100,000 adherents. There are, in

addition, numerous non-affiliated Buddhist temples, monasteries, and organizations. Thereis as
yet no systematic consideration of cloning by Buddhist scholars, nor isthereis any formal
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teaching authority. This manifests the Buddha' s warning to his followers that speculation about
metaphysical issues was futile because the human problems of birth, old age, death, and sorrow
remain regardliess. However, basic Buddhist teachings present an ethic of responsibility,
centered on the values of non-injury and the relief of suffering of sentient beings, compassion,
the “ no-self,” the moral authority of intuition, and reincarnation. These values offer some
elements of a Buddhist response to reproductive and genetic technologies, including cloning.

Buddhist teachings indicate that the Buddha (560-477 BCE) provided a four-fold decision-making
method for his followers should they encounter unanticipated questions. The four steps involve
recourse to (1) original Buddhist texts; (2) derivation of rules in “consonance” with the origina
texts; (3) the views of respected teachers; (4) the exercise of personal judgement, discretion, and
opinion. Buddhist scholars have cited this method as a resource for Buddhists in addressing the
issues of cloning, with a particular emphasis on the authoritative nature of personal intuition and
opinion (Nakasone). By its nature, then, there is a notable diversity of views by Buddhists on
cloning, rather than a Buddhist view.

Procreation and Reproduction. Buddhist scho